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Since I have to talk about Constitutional evolution in Pakistan in something like less than 10 minutes, I think what I’m going to try and do is restrict my comments to what I think is a helpful way of looking at what we refer to as the hybrid regime in Pakistan and how the constitution fits into this conversation and why it’s important. So, what I hope to do is to lay down a larger conceptual frame for this conversation, for understanding the current parliamentary and constitutional crisis. And perhaps in the Q&A I could perhaps flesh out some of the points I make. 
You know, what has really struck me during PTI’s rule of the past three years was this popularization of the idea of a hybrid regime. This is a term which has been coming up repeatedly, the usage denotes a widespread perception of a deep alignment of interests between the political wing of the military (more specifically the army high command) and the civilian government. In common parlance we’ve also been hearing the term ‘on the same page’ which essentially expresses the same reality, that the PTI was, in a way, the king’s party and really just a civilian façade for the military. 
But I’d like to suggest that the idea of a hybrid regime is much more than that. I think it is is rooted in our constitutional politics since at least the 1990s. Far from being limited to a particular government, I argue that the hybrid regime is in fact the status quo, a kind of grey structure, if you will, of political power in Pakistan. A structure in which power-sharing between military and civilian forces has to be episodically re-negotiated against the backdrop of a state that is maintained primarily by military power. Now, some iteration or the other of the civil-military nexus in politics has existed in Pakistan, we all know, since the mid-1950s. The hybrid regime, on the other hand, is a distinct form of political organization that we can situate actually in the post-Zia era, a period which also overlapped with the end of the Cold War and the emergence of a global tilt towards neoliberalism. The rise of neoliberalism is not a minor detail in this story, it brought along with it formidable international pressures to ‘democratize’. Economic liberalization then went hand in hand with political liberalization, or at least a semblance of it, so that authoritarian regimes around the globe found themselves compelled to hold elections and set up other institutions associated with democratic systems as a means of conferring legitimacy on their rule.

Comparatively speaking, when you look at the spectrum of hybrid regimes around the world that combine authoritarian/autocratic with democratic elements, you see that among the central features of these regimes are multi-party elections. Pakistan’s political trajectory maps quite well onto this global trend, first through the 1990s, then in the 2000s under General Pervez Musharraf who, unlike Zia, called party-based elections within 3 years of his coup. Within this hybrid regime framework, the Pakistan military has built up its own strategic repertoire for engineering the process of political liberalization, sometimes propping up a king’s party, other times de-stabilizing elected governments, but ultimately controlling electoral politics and with it the democratic cycle. It is through this process of hybrid regime electoral competition that the political function of the constitutional courts, and particularly the Supreme Court, has evolved from its primary focus on legitimizing military dictatorships to assuming a much more complex role as a broker between the ‘deep state’ and civilian politics. This is why we see a ‘Janus-faced’ Supreme Court that is difficult to insulate from the political current of the moment.
In the context of this very broad historical sweep, I think that the degree of civil-military alignment that we witnessed during PTI rule is not typical of Pakistan’s hybrid regime. I’d argue that for the most part we’ve seen civil-military relations that range from a uncomfortable modus vivendi to a completely open rift, at least in recent memory, which is why the PTI government stands out so much as the populist face of the military regime, which frankly has not done a good job either of remaining in the shadows. Most of the times, one would be able to distinguish the government from the military regime, but this distinction seemed to collapse with PTI in power. This, if you want to give a particular label to this,  ‘same page’ hybrid regime has in some ways proved to be even more tyrannical than a direct military coup-driven government for the reason that it has effectively mobilized the coercive apparatus of the state against its citizens virtually unchecked. And it has achieved this on the basis of a very right-wing populism, albeit a pseudo populism that finally failed to maintain even a bare majority in the assembly after 3 odd years of ‘being on this same page’. Thus, we saw relentless repression and witch-hunting against all kinds of political dissent: not just the political opposition, but progressive political and social movements, civil rights and human rights groups, journalists and academics, students, women and gender minorities, and various other marginalized social and ethnic groups. This regime told us a story of the disturbing levels of state tyranny that await us whenever the civil-military equation is a little too smooth. So, I think the same page hybrid regime has really kind of thrown up a number of interesting implications and contradictions in the system. 
The brings me to my second big point about how to think about the constitution and its utility for creating some political space for democratic activity in a hybrid regime like Pakistan. Notice that I don’t talk about consolidation, I just talk simply about the space for democratic activity. The key thing to recognize is the asymmetry of the civil-military relationship. This is the principal fault-line in our system. And it’s rare I think to have a ‘same page hybrid regime’ all the time, it happens only rarely. Against this backdrop, the Constitution is the only formal site for political parties and groups to keep a foothold in the country’s power structure. It’s worth remembering that our constitution does not provide for any express political prerogatives to the military, which makes it all the more important to guard the constitution as a site of contestation for sustaining civilian political power. So even though one may be skeptical of the Supreme Court’s expedience in pronouncing in favor of a parliamentary process, it is only through an incremental accumulation of formal constitutional norms that we can hope to put constraints on the military’s de facto power. But, having said that, I must also add, the constitution does not make any false promises. It does not promise on its own to change the material realities of power. It’s only as good as the politics around it. So, when we talk of democratic consolidation, we have to go beyond the ‘power map’ of the constitution. We have to think not only in terms of political parties and elections but in terms of sustained social and political movements as levers of constitutional change.   
(Answer to Question #1)- I think that, building on some of Yasir’s theme, I think on one level we have to think of politics of hope, because that is what sustains us in our research, but I think at another level, what I see happening, at least for the short to medium term, is the fragmentation of politics. By that I’m referring to a situation where instead of a big set of national parties you're going to have now more splinter political groups, particularly if the Punjab vote is divided between the PTI and the PMLN, you will see a kind of calculus emerging within the military regime, and that is a word that I frankly tend to you know only use for military power in Pakistan, there is a kind of association with the term regime that kind of keeps going back to Ayub, Yahya, Zia and Musharraf, so it's hard to kind of get rid of that association in our context. But if you look at you know the military regime calculus around the electoral process, even before the 90s if you go back to the 1970 in an election, which was our first direct general election, you look at an interesting logic which has to do really only with simply with numbers. So, there's this notion that there will be split vote in east Pakistan and in West Pakistan and what you will eventually require is a kind of a fragile coalition government at the centre which then a military executive will be able to easily manipulate to its own advantage. That's the kind of you know equilibrium that I sort of fear for Pakistan going onwards which is why I think while it's really important to now focus also on local government, I think that we also need more strengthening of national parties which can actually produce the kinds of electoral outcomes that scale up and don't remain so splintered and fragmented, that there is some level of cohesion and consensus, I think which should be really important in order to sustain civilian power which canm to some level at least, check the military's de facto rule. Otherwise what you get are unstable coalitions, it's a fantastic opportunity for the military to intervene in any in in various different forms and not just through coups of course, I think that's really not the priority anymore but of course various forms of judicial coups 58(2b) is out but 62 and 63 are still in, and as Yasir also implied with the latest Supreme Court decision, it's not as just a win for constitutional or parliamentary politics, this is also a win for the Supreme Court. It has created a new precedent for the Supreme Court intervening in actually enforcing a vote of no confidence in the assembly, that's a huge jump for traditional power. The situation unfortunately actually in terms of the hybrid regime gets a little more complex it's the reverse of a ‘same page hybrid regime’, it's a ‘nobody's on the same page hybrid regime’ which is actually a win for the hybrid regime itself. 

(Answer to Question #2)- Especially about Supreme Court, I think that to a great extent I mean there was a time right after the lawyers’ movement, but I think my view on this was that judges have managed to kind of have create a more independent space for themselves. I think that has not proved to be the case entirely when there have been some maybe positive you know outcomes of that movement, but a divorce if you will from military influence has not been one of them. So, I think that that relationship that Nexus still remains very powerful and I think that also has a lot to do with the fact that the Supreme Court Chief Justice holds a lot of, or rather, concentrates a lot of power within his office. So, you must have seen in the middle of what was happening in the past few days, some critiques arising about the chief justices role in bench formation, the fact that the Chief Justice still has this power to actually make, to determine the size of the benches, to determine the composition of the bench, to determine conventions around when there will be a full bench or a full court. That sort of decision making really puts the Chief Justice squarely in the driver's seat and to the extent that the Chief Justice you know has been conscripted into the military's political agenda, I think it will be very difficult for the Supreme Court to actually assert a very independent sort of a viewpoint a from the military regime of the day. As for the first question I don't think was necessarily only meant for me, so you could also comment on that on the hybrid regime and the perpetuity. 

(Answer to Question #3)- Whether there's been any kind of positive evolution in that respect, I think that the very good thing that I've seen in the past five years with the rise in all of this contentious politics amongst you know various sort of collectives,  you've seen the Aurat March arise, you've seen student movements and protests, you've seen ethnic groups mobilizing, and I think there are a lot of these pockets of small struggles and protest movements going on and I think that if political parties are worth their sword, they will begin now to understand how important it is to attach to their political following a number of these small political and social movements. Because without a larger sort of buy in in the process at the grassroots level it's really impossible for civilian supremacy to actually sustain any gains and move forward with them, there will always be this kind of backsliding. So, I think more focus on working class groups more focus on you know a lot of these social movements, this is the right time this is the time when they are already motivated and mobilized and what they require is attachment to a proper set of organizational machinery to take their politics forward. 

(Answer to Question #4)- I can add a few words on the on the polarization aspect and the and the and the sort of partisan nature of future elections. I don't know if somebody would like to take the questions about electoral reform first, so I can always kind of park by comments for later. So, I was just going to add into the mix the really crucial part of the electoral and political debate, which I think remains on the margins in this conversation and that has to do with the federation. I think the fact that Pakistan is a federation, and I argue it's actually very largely an ethnic federation, even though you know there's been a lot of cross provincial migration and the ethnolinguistic diversity that we saw two decades ago has obviously shifted, I have the specifics on that, but I will say that you know provincial power has become fairly entrenched. So, you see that with the local government debate where it's very hard now to actually delegate powers any kind of even administrative powers to the local level precisely because there's this feeling at the political party level that as soon as you begin to relinquish powers from the province it will be very easy for the centre to centralize. It has taken us decades actually to reach a point where we could actually have a consensus on something like the 18th Amendment, which devolved a large majority of the powers from the center to the provinces. So, one factor that I think we're missing out on is the is the ethnolinguistic factor here and I think it's been very powerful it still remains powerful and emotive, it obviously is layered over a materialist interests and grievances, those remain, it remains a powerful identity marker, particularly outside of the Punjab. So, when we're talking about nationalist sort of just pumping electoral agendas, those typically historically have worked very well in urban Punjab I would say, they've also worked well in urban Sindh and Karachi, because they have a mix of communities. Imran Khan’s and PTI brand of nationalism probably also appeals to the Pakhtun communities in Karachi and in KP of course, he's had a decent foothold. But outside of all those areas, it still remains to be seen if these nationalist troops without the backing of the military are really going to have a lot of political meaning for all these other communities and I think it would be a mistake to underestimate the question of the federation and the question that nationalism and nationalistic agendas are often almost exclusively sort of attached to the centralizing imperative of the party at the center, in collaboration with the military, and that is something that you know other communities outside of Punjab do not generally fathom or do not generally see as favorable to their own political cause. So, I think that given a fair and free election, or a relatively fair and free one, that aspect I think is not to be underestimated. 

(Answer to Question #5)- What I would say is that the solution always to the crisis of democratic backsliding, or any other crisis, is really more democracy more constitutionalism. The solution is not retreating from an institution, not relinquishing space in institutions, like Yasir is saying, and taking a leap from Eqbal Ahmed’s book which is “organize, organize, organize”, there is absolutely no substitute for that. The moment you retreat you actually let go of the space that you already had to some extent and were disillusioned with, and then you're left with practically nothing. So, I think it's really important to try and kind of maybe take a mental break every now and then but never to relinquish that space, to work with institutions, to engage the state and its institutions. So, you will find that there are a few struggles on the ground which sort of engagement with the state and its institutions, and I think that that is a huge mistake. I think that that space needs to actually be sort of engaged with, remain in conversation with, there will be phases of backsliding, but you will need to come back with a fresh mind and energy to kind of reclaim that space. If you feel disillusioned today with what has happened, then the best solution to that is actually to go out there and vote. Actually, I see in the past,  twenty odd years perhaps that I have been voting, this is the first time that I'm seeing a number of other interesting small party options and it doesn't have to be the case that you have to always vote for a party that you think is going to win I think that it's always a good idea to kind of at times think about ideology think about those sorts of aspects as well, not always bold strategy in calculation, and these smaller political movements often offer you a chance to go and work with them and actually contribute to molding their political agendas. So, I think at some level if you start looking beneath the surface of this sort of mega politics, you'll realize that there is a lot of political work to be done and people are doing that despite the odds and they're doing them in a very sort of interesting and important collectors. So, I think I hope that that is a positive note that I'm ending on.
